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16001 

I The 2d and 3d Parties 

A Canada as 3d party 

1 Critical of USG war policy 

-USG escalation was criticized ["prior"] by the 

Canadian Govt. 15.152. 

2 Only in contact; not negotiating 

15975 

-Ronning was a Canadian representative (not USG 

nor GVN) for engaging in negotiations; but 

not "actually engaged in negotiating a settlement." 

15999 

-There was no indication by the DRV (and Ronning 

"specifically denied") that he was negotiating. 

Ronning's role was to "offer Canada's good 

offices to bring about direct talks" between 

the DRV and USG. 

15.185: Ronning denies negotiating. 

16004 

15.159: Its relationship to the Canadian consideration 

of China recognition, UN entry. 

15.190. 

15987 

B DRV as 2d Party 

1 Ronning's prior experience with DRV leaders 


-15.157 









15996 

16013 

15939 

15997 

15949 

15938 

15975 


2 Conditions for the start of negotiations 

-15.151: the only DRV prior condition for negotiations 

y i • f 

was an unconditional USG bombing cessation. 

-See 15.152, 15.186. 

-The USG leak was a factor (but not the principal 

one) in the termination of the Ronning contacts; 
the primary factor was the unacceptable USG 
' counterproposal. 

3 The degree of concern for secrecy 

-Ronning was not told that secrecy was required. 

«- 

-The DRV were concerned in 1966 about the USG 

leaks only with respect to his second visit. 

-There was no discussion of leaks. 

4 Some references to the DRV stress on secrecy are totally 

inaccurate. 

-15.150: "The importance of secrecy was stressed to 

[Ronning]. When earlier feelers had become public; 
the DRV had been forced to deny them, he was told." 
Ronning denys that this exchange ever occurred. 
-15.186: Ronning doesn't remember this episode. 

II Leaks and Their Effects 


15940 


A Leaks occurred prior to 1969 
-F126' (16 Mar 66, NYT) 
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15956 

15957 
15959 

15962 

15967 

15973 

15943 

15949 

15997 

16010 


-"Q. ...were these stories in the press, if we put aside 
those you have just seen, which discussed your 
trip to Hanoi? 

A. Not as my trip to Hanoj,.. ." [this not true] 

-Examples of leaks: 15.153, 

15.151, 

15.177. 

-Ronning's visit was debated in the Canadian House of 
Commons. 

-15.180-181: Prior to June 17, 1971, DRV officials 
[HaVanLau and Trinh] had "indicated to [Ronning] 
a knowledge of the fact that press reports had 
appeared cn the subject of [his trip]." 

B The actual results of these actual Leaks 

-F126 did not "result in any rupture in relationship 
between the United States and Canada." 

-There were US leaks-"that publicity damaged the possibility 
of further negotiations or further contacts." 

-Despite USG publicity, the DRV was still willing to 
keep the channel open. 

C The hypothetical effects on negotiations of the hypothetical 

Leak in 1969. 

0 

-Could it curtail, prevent, interfere with negotiations in 


1969? No. 
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16012 

15962 

15966 


-Could it be used by the Chinese to harm negotiations? 

But the Chinese did know about the contacts with Hanoi. 
D The Jiypothetical effects on national defense of the 
hypothetical Leak in 1969. 

-injury? No 
-advantage? No 

-basis? "...it could be damaging if the publicity were 
given during the contacts, but despite the damage 
that did give,..." the LBJ 31 March 1968 actions 
("which accepted the proposal made by Pham Van Dong 

4 

in i^rch, 1966) is the basis. 
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ON CROSS-EXAMINATION 


16028 

16029 

16047 

16046 

16034 


16039 

16042 


I On the principle of secrecy and leaks 

-Confidentiality is important during contacts, but 

"when the contacts have ended there's no point in 
continuing secrecy...usually when contacts have ended, the 
matter is made public." (Maybe in some cases the nego¬ 
tiations are not made public.) 

-Secret meetings "can be done"; it depends on circumstances 
and "the intention of trying to keep it secret." 

-"Both [internal communication and the fact of contacts] are 
important intelligence. It isn't necessary to know what 
two people have said to each other if you see them meet." 
-"A great many negotiations [e.g. 'confidential communications'] 
...are not always published, because they are not 
relevant to the ultimate conclusion, they are not always 
made public. But after a period of years, when they 
are no longer considered to be secret or private, they 
are made public." 

How long a period? Depends. 

Were these communications disclosed? Some; 

F128 does not appear in 15.155-192; it contains no 
document; is only a newspaper reporter's story; 

♦ and does not contain Ronning's name. 












6 


16061 

-15.151-2; "secrecy” 

16080 

-15.157112 was not reported in the press. 

16144 

-15.18^. Cf. F128 ' ■ 

16148 

Was the USG press statement a response to the Finney leak? No 

16162 

-15.149-192: Ronning has no knowledge of a disclosure of 

dealings with the USG and the DRV in confidence, but there 

were USG leaks. 

16098 

-15.160- no emanation from Topping on trip, [this not true] 

16135 

-15.178-179; 

16137 

reference to the NYT 3 Jun 1966. 

4 - 

16047 

-The substance of the first meetings was not reported in 

the press, but "the whole purpose" of the 2d meeting was 

revealed. 

16148 

-Ronning did not issue a press statement. 

16016 

-The exact contents of 15.155-192 was not publically 

available; Ronning had not seen it; "but I knew about 

most of the references here." 


II On the Military Nature of the Documents 


16017 

-Ronning engaged in discussions with the DRV leaders on 

the USG bombing of the DRV; 

16019 

on USG withdrawal from Vietnam; 

and on USG POWs. 

16063 

i5.153 (POWs) 

16141 

-15.1841(3: DRV willing to attend a Geneva-type conference. 
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16021 

16026 

16027 


16021 


16077 

16103 

16025, 

16025 

16028 


III On Canada's "Good Offices" and the effects of disclosure 
-"good offices"=Ronning was an "explorer"; he was not 
commissioned by either side. 

-Canada's good offices are not available to every nation 
under every circumstance, but "Canada has offered its 
good offices before and will offer its good offices 
again in any situation where Canada feels Canada can 
do something." 

-Factors in this Canadian government decision to "offer good 
services" 

4 - 

1- Canada was "anxious to get new terms of reference" 

for the ICC. 

2- Needed to deliver Pearson letter to Ho "to create an 

atmosphere" for possible talks. 

The proposal for Ronning's visits originated with Canada 
[and Pearson was a proponent]; there were no 
16103 domestic political considerations in the decision. 

-"Canada'would not have been willing to undertake [the] 
mission for parties who viewed [Ronning's] role as 
insincere or otherwise dishonest." nor if the missions 
had "been derogatory to Canada." 


16070 


-Sincerity is necessary. 
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16050 

16051 


16052 

I 16052 
» 

I 

i 


16055 



^his inatsiria.1 disclossd have impacted adversely on 

Canada's willingness to offer (or other nation's 

.. I , 

willingness to accept) it's good offices? 

-15.1491I1-3? 

No; this is someone's opinion, not a fact. Some 
Canadians "would have taken offense, but most 
Canadians know this is not a fact"; it would 
have made "no difference to Canadian-American 
relations" 

-Other countries' [negative] views of Canadian sincerity? 

The President of the United States "agreed to and 
-- approved" the Canadian offer. 

-USG officials beliefs regarding the Canadian view on 
China and on its own independence from the US? 

No; "There are differences of opinion between 

individuals in the United States and in Canada.... 

but the top authorities in both thought it 

was a good idea. You can't take offense at 

individuals criticizing your own country and 

allow that type of thing to prevent you from carrying 

out policies that you think are beneficial to 

the peace of the world." 

“15.150 ("veiled form of pressure")? 

No. 
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16064 

16066 

16069 

16071 

16070 


16073 


16077 

16080 


1 


16078 

16081 


-15.155 ("the Canadian line")? 

•Lja*? "the Canadian hope of 

No; The Canadian line wa . , , 

'> . offices to both sides to be received. 

' offering good offices 

The Canadian line wasn't true? No. 

-15.157 (Canadian purpose with respect to China). 

No. 

. Canada never disclosed that purpose? 

••NO, because that was incorrect;" it would 

not have been viewed by Canadian officials 
and public with disfavor. Canada knew 
Rusk's opinion all along, but 
president of the United States approved 

of the contacts" 

-15.157 ("disavowal")? 

4 - kn-F +-alk aoes on between diplomats 
No; "...this sort of talk goes 

• T T sr 1 Ti fho """ after the 
frequently, especially m the 

cocktail hour.' 

Doesn't know if the Pearson/Butterworth 
communications confidential. 

-Disavowal" would have been untrue? 
providing the story is correct. 

Disclosure of willingness to lie? 

no; "no statesman would allow that to determine 












II 

















16085 


16087 


16087 


16095 


16095 


16103 


16107 


16118 


Disclosure of falsely derogatory report of willingness 
to lie? 

<'■•< No; although some people would probably be 

"disturbed" and "they'd make similar 
remarks about people of the other side." 

-15.158 (domestic considerations)? 

No, 

-15.158 ("ploy")? 

No; it could not undercut nor jeopardize DRV view of 
Canadian good faith. ^ 

The Pearson/Ho letter was not a "ploy", it was 
a "courteous gesture to create an atmosphere." 

Ruskfe offensive views? 

No; "this was nothing new to us"; Rusk's 

assessment of Pearson was not acciirate; 
there were doubts, but not opposition. 

Rusk's misrepresentation of Pearson? 

No; Ronning didn't say 'misrepresentation'; "the 
relationships between Canada and the United 
States are based on much more fundamental 
reasons and good reasons and sound reasons 
and good will on both sides to allow anything 
like this to disturb those relations." 

-15.170 ("contrived")? 

No; Although Canada was "concerned with its good- 

faith relationship with the NOrht Vietnamese", it 
would not be "undercut" by such disclosure. 
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16155 

16157 

16152 

16155 

16162 

16137 


IV On the 1969 Negotiations 

-"injury to the United States"= 

"any injury to the negotiations"= 

/ 

"anything that might prevent the negotiations from 
reaching a successful conclusion". 

-Ronning has no experience nor knowledge of continued 

contacts except for those resulting from the 31 March 1968 
LBJ actions. There could have been a need for 3d parties 
once negotiations had begun, but disclosure would not 
have affected a foreign nation's reliance on US abilities 
to keep confidences in the future; (Ronning doesn't know 
if there was concern in Paris in 1969 for confidence.) 
and 

although Canada was concerned about jeopardizing good faith 
in 1966 (15.182-183), it was "not particularly" 
concerned in 1969; there was "no issure at that time"; the 
contacts had been concluded; the ICC had been "completely 


immobilized." 
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, , QUOTATIONS FROM RONNING 

16073 "Q. Sir, is it not true that that statement by Secretary of 

State Dean Rusk in 1969 would have been regarded by Canadian 
officials and the Canadian public with disfavor? 

A. The reason for it is that we knew that Dean Rusk was 

against this all the time from the beginning , because the 
analysis is of the State Department, that the government in 
P 0 }^ing was a puppet of the Soviet Union, and that the.. .govern— 
ment was forcing down the throats of the Chinese Russian 
ideology, and that, by refusingto recognize and by encircling 
that government with a blockade, that government ^ould 
collapse and therefore, it should not be recognized, and 
Canada knew this position all the time, and there was a 
difference of opinion in the United States about that question, 
too." 

16162 "Q. Now, sir, in your view is it possible that a foreign nation 

could conclude that if the United States was unable in 1969 
to maintain in confidence confidential communications from 
a prior year, that it likewise might be unable to maintain in 
confidential communications taking place in 1969.? 

A. This is so hypothetical, and you’re asking me to express my 
opinion as an old diplomat, and I am afraid that I am unable 
to reply .." 


















